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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), filed on 1/21/2009 in this application after final rejection. Since this application 
is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 

1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 1/21/2009 has been entered. Claims 
1-20, 24, 28, 68 and 77 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 1/21/2009 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. In the remarks, applicant argued in substance that 

(a) (on page 8 with respect to independent claims) Prior art Arteaga "fails to track an 
event notification regarding a device. . .not a device that is separate from the client". 

(b) (on page 8 with respect to independent claims) Prior art Arteaga fails to teach 
"redirecting. . .before an operating system on the client can handle the event". 

As to point (a), the arguments/remarks are not directed to the claimed invention and 
therefore are not being considered by Examiner. 

As to point (b), the arguments/remarks are directed to the newly added limitation(s) and 
are responded to in the following rejections and/or further clarifications to the corresponding 
claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 
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The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 1-20, 24, 28, 68 and 77 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, fost paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled 
in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. Specifically, "redirecting said event notification to the server fi-om the client, 
before an operating system on the client can handle the plug-and-play event" does not find 
support in the specification. 

5. Claims 1-20, 24, 28, 68 and 77 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. The 
independent claims recites "redirecting said event notification to the server from the client, 
before an operating system on the client can handle the plug-and-play event"; however it is not 
clear how the plug-and-play events (hardware changes) can be detected and redirected without 
involving client system's operating system at all, i.e., before a client's operating system can 
handle it. 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

7. Claims 1-20, 24, 28, 68 and 77 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
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applicant regards as the invention. See details in the "Enablement" rejection above. For the sake 
of examination, examiner assumes "redirecting said event notification to the server fi-om the 
client, before an operating system on the client further handles the plug-and-play event". 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

9. Claims 1, 3, 10-12, 15 and 77 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as unpatentable over 
Arteaga et al (EP 1 187022), in view of Soin et al (US publication 2005/0091302). 

As to claim 1 , Arteaga et al. discloses a method for handling events occurring at a client 
([0042]), said method comprising: 

detecting an event notification regarding a device in communication with a client 
([0042], "When a Hardware Event or a User-Control Event occurs at the client device 121, the 
client device sends a data message to the application 131 to identify the event and any 
accompanying parameters that further specify the event or data that is associated with the event") 
communicating with a server over a network (figure 1); 

redirecting said event notification to the server from the client ([0042], "When a 
Hardware Event or a User-Control Event occurs at the client device 121, the client device sends a 
data message to the application 131 to identify the event and any accompanying parameters that 
further specify the event or data that is associated with the event") before an operating system on 
the client can handle the event (refer to 1 12 rejections above and examiner's interpretation. 
Refer to [0042]-[0044], especially paragraph [0044], "upon receipt of event messages from client 
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device 121, application 131 performs the processing specified by the commands in the application 
program" therefore the server performs fUrther processing of the events), and 

receiving, from the server, in response to the redirection of the event notification, a 
command directed to said device ([0042]-[0044], see especially paragraph [0044], "upon receipt 
of event messages from client device 121, application 131 performs the processing specified by 
the commands in the application program. . .this processing culminates with a change to the user 
interface. . .Such change to the user interface accordingly is transmitted from the application 131 
to the client device 121"). 

Arteaga et al. does not expressly disclose the events are plug-and-play events. Soin et al. 
discloses detecting plug-and-play events ([0112]-[0113]). 

At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to combine the method disclosed by Arteaga et al. with the method disclosed by Soin et al. 
regarding detecting plug-and-play events. The suggestion/motivation of the combination would 
have been to discover devices (Soin et al., [0029]). 

Arteaga et al. does not expressly disclose the communication between client and server 
uses presentation-level protocol. Soin et al. discloses the communication between client and 
server uses presentation-level protocol ("RDP" [0092]). 

At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to combine the method disclosed by Arteaga et al. with the method disclosed by Soin et al. 
regarding using presentation-level protocol for communication between client and server. The 
suggestion/motivation of the combination would have been to support different types of network 
topologies and multiple LAN protocols (Soin et al., [0073]). 
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Arteage et al and Soin et al have been cited as prior arts in the prior Office Action. The 
teachings that applicable are respectfully maintained and incorporated by reference as set forth in 
the last office action. 

As to claim 11, Arteaga et al. discloses a method for handling events occurring at a client 
in communication with a server ([0042]; figure 1), said method comprising the steps of: 

Redirecting from the client an event notification of a plug-and-plav event regarding a 
device in communication with the client to the serve before an operating system on the client can 
handle the plug-and-play event (see similar rejection to claim 1); 

notifying an application program hosted by the server of the occurrence of the event 
notification ([0042]); 

receiving, in response to notification of the occurrence of the event notification, a 
command from the application program hosted by the server, the command directed to the device 
([0042]-[0044], see especially paragraph [0044], "upon receipt of event messages from client 
device 121, application 131 performs the processing specified by the commands in the application 
program. . .this processing culminates with a change to the user interface. . .Such change to the 
user interface accordingly is fransmitted from the application 131 to the client device 121"); and 

Arteaga et al does not expressly disclose detecting plug-and-play events. Soin et al. 
discloses detecting plug-and-play events ([0112]-[0113]). 

At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to combine the method disclosed by Arteaga et al. with the method disclosed by Soin et al. 
regarding detecting plug-and-play events. See similar motivation in claim 1 rejection. 
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Arteaga et al. does not expressly disclose the communication between client and server 
uses presentation-level protocol. Soin et al. discloses the communication between client and 
server uses presentation-level protocol ("RDP" [0092]). 

At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to combine the method disclosed by Arteaga et al. with the method disclosed by Soin et al. 
regarding using presentation-level protocol for communication between client and server. See 
similar motivation in claim 1 rejection. 

As to claim 77, see similar rejection to claim 1. 

Arteaga et al and Soin et al have been cited as prior arts in the prior Office Action. The 
teachings that applicable are respectfully maintained and incorporated by reference as set forth in 
the last office action. 

10. Claims 2, 4, 13-14 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as unpatentable over 
Arteaga et al, in view of Soin et al., as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Lueckhoff et al (US patent 7171478). 

Arteaga et al and Soin et al and Lueckhoff et al have been cited as prior arts in the prior 
Office Action. The teachings that applicable are respectfiilly maintained and incorporated by 
reference as set forth in the last office action. 

1 1 . Claims 5,7, 17 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as unpatentable over Arteaga 
et al., in view of US Soin et al., as applied to claim 1 above, and fiirther in view of Coppinger et 
al (US patent 6982656). 
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Arteaga et al and Soin et al and Coppinger et al have been cited as prior arts in the prior 
Office Action. The teachings that applicable are respectfiiUy maintained and incorporated by 
reference as set forth in the last office action. 

12. Claims 6, 8, 18 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as unpatentable over Arteaga 
et al, in view of Soin et al, and Coppinger et al., as applied to claim 5 above, and fiirther in view 
of Ferlitsch (US publication 2002/01 14004). 

Arteaga et al and Soin et al and Coppinger et al and Ferlitsch have been cited as prior arts 
in the prior Office Action. The teachings that applicable are respectfiiUy maintained and 
incorporated by reference as set forth in the last office action. 

13. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as unpatentable over Arteaga et al, in view of 
Soin et al., as applied to claim 1 above, and fiirther in view of Ferlitsch (US publication 
2002/0114004). 

Arteaga et al and Soin et al and Ferlitsch have been cited as prior arts in the prior Office 
Action. The teachings that applicable are respectfiiUy maintained and incorporated by reference 
as set forth in the last office action. 

14. Claims 24 and 68 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as unpatentable over Arteaga et al., 
in view of Soin et al., as appUed to claim 1 above, and fiirther in view of Morris (US pubUcation 
2002/0159419). 

As to claim 24, Arteaga et al in view of Soin et al disclose the method of claim 1 further 
comprising: 

detecting a plug-and-play event notification regarding a device in communication with 
the client (see similar rejection to claim 1) but does not expressly disclose the event is an 
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emulated event. Morris discloses emulating plug-and-play event ([0020]-[0021]; [0023], lines 
20-25). 

At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to combine the method disclosed by Arteaga et al. in view of Soin et al., with the method 
disclosed by Morris regarding emulating a plug-and-play event notification. The 
suggestion/motivation of the combination would have been to take advantage of USB 
technology, particularly the "plug and play" capability, to simplify the installation and use of 
Bluetooth-enabled and other wireless peripherals (Morris, [0010]). 

As to claim 68, Arteaga et al in view of Soin et al disclose the method of claim 1 wherein 
detecting an event notification comprises : 

detecting an event notification of a plug-and-play event regarding a device 
communicating with the client (see similar rejection to claim 1); 

However, Arteaga et al. does not expressly disclose USB connection between the device 
and the client. Morris discloses a USB connection between device and client (abstract). 

At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to combine the method disclosed by Arteaga et al. in view of Soin et al., with the method 
disclosed by Morris regarding USB connection. See similar motivation in claim 24 rejection. 
15. Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as unpatentable over Arteaga et al, in view 
of Soin et al, and Morris, as applied to claim 24 above, and further in view of Lueckhoff et al 
(US patent 7171478). 

As to claim 28, see similar rejection to claim 3. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to HUA FAN whose telephone number is (571)270-53 1 1 . The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9am-6pm EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit can be reached on (571) 272-3913. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an apphcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/H. F./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2456 



/Ashok B. Patel/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2456 



